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CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS 

Cn August 26, 1961, the Company learned through an article in the 
New Orleans Times-Picayune that Ferrie had been arrested on charges of 
committing a crime against nature and indecent acts with Juvenile beys. 

(Co. Ex. 55.) On August 29, after unsuccessful attempts to contact Ferrie, 
the Company suspended him for an "indefinite period and until such time as 
the charges against (Ferrie) are cleared." (Co. Ex. 56 and 57.) There 
followed a series of attempts by the Company to obtain seme explanation 
from Ferrie in regard to those charges. (Co. Ex. 57, 53, 59, 60, 61.) 
Finally, on October 19, 1961, Ferrie sent a letter to Captain Griener 
based on "reports of reputable detectives." The letter stated th&t* 

«... my problem has been traced with certainty to a highly placed local 
official. We have positive evidence that this official is a Ccanunist and 
has been in charge of some highly Important Communistic activities involving 
the protection of Communists in the area." (Co. Ex. 62.) 


RgTffiW OF gWDBSCB CM BEHALF Of THB CCMPAMT 

ao Beard la considering this case should keep in miod the fact that 
the ma±o energies of the grievant wore devoted to the suppression of the 
pertinent facts about his behavior. Tfc® hearing i **a probably the most 
te chnical in the long history of arbitrations under the Railway labor Act 
insofar as objections and rulings on prof f erred evidence. 'Kjes and tiss 
a£a ^ ovidemc® was excluded which would normally b© re^ivsd as a natter 

Of COUTBOc 

The grievant 1 s efforts to suppress evidence and keep the Board in the 
dark as to his activities were so successful that probably the majority of 
the Company's evidence was excluded. However, in the long run, the efforts 
of the grievant ware unavailing, for even the minor portion of the Company's 
case which it succeeded in getting before the Board proved conclusively that 
the charges brought by the Company were true and that the Company's actions 
'mrm Justified* 

Sergeant Fournier, the Hew Orleans police officer who conducted a major 
portion of the investigation that led to the f il i n g of the eleven criminal 
charges , testified extensively concerning that investigation. Hie testimony 
showed a normal, conscientious police investigation which started with a 
routine investigation of the report that juvenile Alexander Landry had run 
swsy from hams. 

The only non-routine aspect of the investigation was the fact that, at 
every step of the police investigation of the runaway Juvenile, evidence of 
criminal activities on the part of Ferrie were uncovered. Thus, the 
investigation grew in significance and the criminal charges against Ferrie 
multiplied. 
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It afcrald also be pointed out that the relatively brief croas examination 
^of Sergeant Fournier did not reveal any inconsistencies in his testimony* 

Nor did that cross examination reveal any hints of undue pressure brought to 
bear cm the Sergeant during his investigation* 

Sergeant Fournier was followed on the stand by James Joseph Xandry* 

James Landry, who is now 16, testified that he met Ferris in August of I960 
at the New Orleans Airport* (T* 84, 85*) Xandry was 16 at the time* The 
meeting was the result of a discussion between Ferrie and Iandry's father, 
who was an Eastern Ramp Service Kan* (T* 86* ) Ferrie had inquired ae to 
whether or not James Landry would be interested in Joining a Civil Air Patrol 
Squadron known as the Metairie Falcon Squadron* (T* 85, 86*) On meeting 
Ferrie, James Landry joined the squadron and was issued a membership card* 

(Co* Ex. 3*) 

landry's testimony as to his understanding of the status of this squadron 
as an official part of the Civil Air Patrol was as follows? 

"Well, for a long time we did not have a charter. Lhan, I 
I guess it was over a year, he finally showed up with a charter 
and said we were officially in the G.A.P#" 

Q* "Who is s he f ?" 

A* "David Ferrie*" {T* 88*) 

Landry went on to describe parties at Ferrie r s house during which Ferrie 
supplied and served alcohol to the minors who were in the G.A.F* (T* 89* ) 

Tati dry then testified as to having sexual relations with Ferrie on nights 
that he stayed at Ferris's home* (T* 98, 102.) the Board's special attention 

is called to this witness* demeanor on the stand and the fact that vigorous 

- - ■»>', * ' .. 

cross examination, in an attempt to show a motive for the testimony, failed to 
reveal any motive except that the testimony was true* Landry's testimony had 
the ring of truth, in contrast to the false notes struck by the witnesses for 
the grievant* 
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Zmdrjr was followed to the stand by Dr. Yaeg&r. Dr. Yaegar testified 
concerning complaints received about Ferrie practicing medicine without a 
license. (T. M2-143.) Ferris was called in ty Dr. Yaegar and warned against 
such action. Whereupon, through a forty minute interview, Ferrie spun a 
fantastic web of Ilea about his background and activities. (Note particularly 
the testimony about Ferrie claiming to have several FfcuD's at page 144 and 
compare with Irion's testimony on the same subject.) Unfortunately for 
Ferris, Dr. Yaegar was in a position to check many of these statements and 
found them to be completely false, (T. ] 44- 14 5 1 } 

Dr. Yaegar >s testimony in regard to the complaints received should be 
considered in connection with Company Exhibit 4 (which shows that Ferrie had 
himself listed in the telephone directory as Dr.) with Sergeant Fournier's 
testimony in regard to the medical instruments found in Ferrie *s home and with 
the testimony of Irion, a witness called by Ferrie, who testified that Ferrie 
often treated him for various sicknesses* 

Th® next witness on behalf of the Company was John Roger Espenan# 

Mr. Espenan' s son had been a member of Ferrie 's unauthorized C.A.P. Metair ie 
Falcon Squadron. Mr. Espenan testified as to having be crane suspicious 0 / the 
squadron's authenticity, of Ferrie 1 s statements that it was an authorized 
squadron, and of his obtaining the forged certificate and taking it to the 
Air Force C.A.P. sergeant who confirmed his suspicion of its being invalid. 

(T. 285—295.) He, Espenan, also testified that the supposed certificate 
was cn a form used for C.A.P. Certificates. (T. 305, 314.) 

After Mr, Espenan 's testimony there could be no doubt that Ferrie 
organized a bogus C.A.P. squadron and deceived the parents and the members 
as to its status, To quiet the questions about its status, he forged a 
C.A.P. Certificate. Mr. Espenan's testimony was, of course, completely 
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confirmed by the records of the C.A.P. end, particularly, the sergeant '8 
Mean to Pile regarding Espenan ' o 'Visit to the headquarters with the forged 
certificates (Co. Ex. 54.) 

The Board should particularly note the representations of Mr. Gill 
and Ferris that appear on pages 302-304 of the transcript. Both gentlemen 
assured the Board there was a state charter, which was obtained In 1961 and 
which would be introduced in evidence by them. These representations proved 
to be ecsaplotely false, as no such doeuaenfc was ever tendered by them. 

There was no state charter issued until 1962, long after Ferric' s arrest 
and the breakup of the squadron. Moreover, they knew that they could not 
produce, any charter issued in 1961. The Company did produce the only state 
charter issued} it was issued in 1962, and it was signed by Ferris, 

(ALFA Ex. 23; T. 516, 517.) . 

This attempt to mislead the Board was typical of the grievant's case 
fzto -beginning : to Sadi - ■ ■ i ^ -rt' * 

^ Vks Mxi r to£tn6S8 foj* the Xanipany was Ranald Hufcmlrv - Thr&s aachiftita " < 

•’ - •- . ■ ...... - - ' •'21 - * *• . - . „ 

(Co^ ESk, 6, 7 arid ■ 8) were introduced during his testimony. The first exhibit 
was a letter from the American Tice Consul in Italy and it exploded completely 
Ferric *W -eariterition thathe ’ had a Fh.D, from Pheonix University in Bari, Italy, 
(Co, Ex. 6.)' The seemed' exhibit wais the minutes of the New Orleans -Chapter 
of the KilitAry-Orderof World Wars tteeting of July 24, 1961, at which Ferrie 
mads a ^speech which ! inflamed the membership. This record of the meeting 
shows that Ferrie was indulging in these activities as an Eastern Air lines' 
Captain, riot as a private individual, (Co* Ex. 7*) 

The third exhibit was a' letter from Colonel Christiansen Of the - • 

0. S. Airi- Force detailing some of the difficulties Ferrie got ihtoin the 
C.A.P. during the period he was a legitimate member, (Co. Ex. 8.) 



«Wf- •4*t * ... • .« - ■■ M’- .- 

H» nuisdsr of the Co mp a n y's ease consisted of a series of exhibit*. 
Exhibits 44 through 54 were records of the Civil Air Patrol regarding Ferrie. 
Tho? ahcs7©d that fro® 1955 to 1959 Perrie was out of the Civil Air Patrol. 
Apparently he was pot out in 1955 against his wishes, and it took him 
approximately one year, starting in 1958, to obtain permission to return. 

(Co* Ex. 44 and 47.) He was in the Civil Air Patrol from approximately 
September 1959 until June of I960, when he was again forced out because of 
his misbehavior* 

Company Exhibit 48 shows that he used his claim to have a Fh.D. in 
gaining readmission to the Civil Air Patrol. Company Exhibits 51*54 show 
that it was generally believed in New Orleans that Perrie had an authorised 
squadron in 1961, and these misrepresentations had reached ths point that 
the Civil Air Patrol was considering obtaining newspaper coverage of their 
denials of any connection with Ferris* 

Exhibits 72 and 73 were rebuttal exhibits to Perris's testimony regarding 
Italian universities. They show the actual methods of accredidation, the 
requirements for attendance of foreign students, the degrees awarded, and 
that Fteaaix University is not a recognized Italian university. These 
oiiMbits should be compared with Perrie* s testimony on this subject* The 
result is that Perrie 'a testimony regarding the Italian system of higher 
learning (molded by him to fit his claimed alma mater) is completely refuted 
by the imp artial documentary exhibits introduced by the Company. 

Other Company exhibits were Ferris's application for employment 
(Co. Ex. 9) and the physical record he filled out when applying for employment 
(Co. Ex. 10). Most of the Company's testimony (showing that many facts were 
concealed by Ferrie in making out these forms) was excluded. However, Ferrie 
testified about these matters, and hie testimony alone convicts him of 
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odtfcisg msf derogatory items. His explanation for not listing his total 
educational and e^slcyasant record is certainly amazing, bat hardly persuasive,, 
3be health records introduced by Ferrie himself show mental and physical 
problems which should base been revealed to the Company; especially the record 
of tbs Cleveland Clinic, which was introduced after a demand for its 
production by the tetany. (ALPA Be. 14.) Hr. 0111 explained this medical 
report m teeing dua to Ferrie's "tender age" at tee time. (T. 487.) At 
the time, Arris's "tender age" was 26 ; 

HEVIEW OF TESTIMONY OH BEHAIF OP tgUSgAWT 

It would bs * kindness to Ferris if tbs Board simply ignores all tbs 
testimony introduced on his behalf. Unfortunately for Fsrrie, the Board 
most consider the entire record. It is submitted that the grievant's side 
of tbs case, standing alone, is sufficient to justify the Board in uphold-^ 
tes discharge. 

Ferris, on the stand, testified that everyone knew his squadron was not 
jfejjrt of the Civil Air Patrol, and that early in 1961 he had obtained a state 
charter for a non-profit corporation. (T. 515-516.) 

An unsworn, unsigned "deposition* 1 In absentia Of Martens was offered 
as an exhibit at this time by Fsrrie to support his testimony. ' (ALPA Ex. 24. ) 
According to Mr. Gill, this "deposition" was based on a letter written by 
Hr. Martens, Mysteriously , Martens bad not had an opportunity to sign it. 

Die "deposition" stated that a charter for a non-profit corporation was 
obtained in early 1961 and was kept at Ferrie 's house. The "deposition" went 
on to state that this was the document Mr. Es penan and the sergeant of the 
Civil Air Patrol examined. 
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Ifafortunately, this explanation was doomed to fan apart practically 
before it me offered for, to aeeist the Board, the Company at this point 
produced a eegy of the only state charter for a non-profit corporation 
obtained by Ferrie. This charter was applied for in 1962 — not 1961* 

The data ia s of course, Ian* after Perris's arrest, and even longer after 
Hr, l&ipgasa had cheeked the fbrged C.A.F. Charter, Moreover, the 1962 
document was signed by Kerri*, which establishes beyond question his knowledge 
that no previous charter existed. Of course, this 1962 charter also exploded 
the unsworn, unsigned "deposition" in absentia of Martens. Indeed, when it 
was pointed out that the ■’deposition” contained parenthetical portions 
indicating that Martens was being handed various documents for inspection 
while his "deposition" was in progress. Hr, (Sill found it necessary to 
explain further that the "deposition*' was not alone based upon a letter from 
Martens after all, but was also based upon a personal interview in his office - 
sort of a mixture of the two* 

Parris's story changed rapidly. He next claimed that, despite 
being the leader of the squadron, he did not check details such as a charter, 
3hat was the responsibility of the young boys in the squadron. Be Ignored 
completely the fact that when he signed the 1962 charter he had to know 
there was no previous charter In that name, and that when he introduced the 
Martens "deposition," he knew the facts stated therein were untrue, 

Ferrie proceeded with testimony to the effect that the Landry accusation 
originally related to April 26, 1961, He testified about visiting one 
Prlns, an Eastern crew scheduler, and obtaining absolute proof that he was 
not in Hew Orleans on April 26. The information supposedly obtained from 
Prinz was to the effect that Ferrie was on a flight as shown by flight records* 
(T, 596, 597, 601, 602.) Ferrie then implied that the District Attorney' was 
tipped off to this proof and the date on the indictment was changed to 
April 28, 1961. 
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0& tpcim sirmii I nation fes first refused to answer any questions about 
the proof obtained fro» Mb*. (T. 618-620.) He then became vague and 
could not what the proof was or whether the proof regarding 

April 26 Wis emsg Obtatod feme FfIes, (T. 6a, 626, 628, 629.) This 
initial refusal to testify end the subsequent vagueness is understandable 
in view ®8 ££3 pp@@Z <C0M d by the Cra^^F in the fora of pay records 
steiag eaeafttoo the last half of April, 1961, (Co. fit. 71.) 

Ibarie's ottwr testimony was as wild and wwcnvinelng as the first two 
iastanees noted. First, he had a good, solid Rt.D« Then, after cross— 
wdni t li n, on redirect by M.e attorney , be took the position that, regardless 
of its validity, hs felt he had bansfltsd by obtaining it. (T, 706.) Of 
course, the Board should not forget hie testimony that he obtained this ffc.D. 
to impress Harvard professors with his ability in the area of air safety. 

Also noteworthy was his testimony that he listed himself in the telephone 
book as «Br." for the same purpose, Ferrie left to the Board's imagination 
how the Harvard professors were going to b® impressed by his listing in the 
Hew Qrlmns tela phone book. 

It would serve no useful purpose , and space scarcely permits a discussion 
of all the inconsistencies and inaccuracies in Ferric* s testimony. One other 
aspect of his testimony is so important that it must be touched upon. Ferric 
had tou eleven cr imin al charges brought against him* On direct examination 
he did not attempt any detailed explanation of why this should happen to him 
other than implications that it was done ty Mrs. Landry. (He had previously 
explained in a letter to Captain Griener that it had an happened because he 
was hot on the trail of Communists, some of whom worked for Eastern. ) 

On cross-examination he was offered the chance to explain. A long 
statement was made that, based on Investigations by private detectives, it 
could be shown that his troubles with the law were due to Communists and 
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Mrs. Landry, (T. 676-684.) However, when details were requested, it became 
apparent that there was no evidence to support the explanation. A District 
Attorney was supposed to be the key figure; however, Ferrie testified this 
District Attorney refused to have anything to do with the charges and the 
majority of the charges were sfftu^lly brought in an entirely different parish. 
(T* 679, 662, 683.) No connection was shown between this District Attorney 
and Mrs. Landry and the Individuals who sifted statements. 

The net result of ferrie *s testimony on this subject was that he had no 
explanation at all. Thus, Sergeant Fournier's testimony, such as he was 
allowed to give, involving his nomal, impartial police investigation stands 
completely uarefuted. 

The other witnesses called by Ferrie contributed more to the Company's 
ease than to Ferrie's case. Irion 's testimony on cross-examination was about 
the most dftwagiwg testimony to Ferrie presented during the hearings. He 
stated that, during 1955 through I960, Ferrie participated in C.A.P. meetings 
and wore a Captain's uniform. (T. 765, 766.) Of course, the previously- 
introduced C.A.F. documents proved conclusively that Ferrie wao not an 
official member of the C.A.P. during most of this period. (Co. Ex. 44 and 47. } 
Irion also testified that it was unlawful to wear this uniform unless you wore 
an official macaber of the C.A.P. (T. 766.) His prejudice was shown by his 
testimony that his opinion of Ferrie would not be changed even it it were 
proven to him that Ferrie was not a member of the C.A.P. and was not 
authorised to wear a uniform during most of the 1955-1960 period. (T, 768. ) 

Despite approximately a half-hour of leading questions and prompting by 
grievant's attorney on redirect, Irion stuck to his story about Ferrie's 
wearing the C.A.P. uniform during periods when he, by his own admission, 
was not a member of the C.A.P. (T. 783-789.) 
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®* ofcfcsr twiiwj diTKtlr nmertat Ms a position of th« Coapany, and 

’® B diraotsy aontmy to tMiineny, «. taatifiad that Fannie tad 

■odioal inatmaonte to U. to. pnlon to hi, mother'. coming to li™ .ith 

““ (Fsnni. had ««« ttat they only f„, u , «**„); that Ftaria 

OQi3ogB CisysoSn ESjat Fannie was supposedly studying to be a radical 

d °° tCr! the boy, , and that F.nni. tad a etalioe 

at Mb fessso (?. 775, 778, 779, 790, 780*) 

©a behalf of tel® « totally ^persuasive. 

Um sain pappose of o iling lowsllen was to support Perris »s 
weewrt ©f hew he filled out his inaccurate employment application fora in 
01^1^ Just tofbre being hired by Ewfm. Since Lawallen was in the 
Air Force at the tine {aany adlee away in the Carolinas), he explained hie 
prgsenee in Clevelandjy testimony that his superior had given him three or 
four days off in the middle of the week* (T. 816, 817. ) According to 

WU9n> * ^ BOt on laaV8 or on ^ ^ Just was given some time off, 

am just happened to be in Cleveland and looking over Ferrle's shoulder at 

the time the fom ^ filled in and signed as true. He remembered the e*act 
details vividly, 

Wllan also confined Irion's testimony about Feme's participating 
In the Civil Air Patrol during 1955-1960, although, under extensive prompting, 
to later changed his testimony (T. 807-808) and attempted to come in line 
With the story Ferrie had previously given. 

W»«tja-. Bannlata retook tha aland, the Board Fa. trtatad to the rare 
mpartanoe of tarring one attornaF for the grlerint elicit testimony „hUe the 
dttar attornay for tha grlerant objcotad to tha testimony and tad it striokan. 
Ahont tta only ocnclnaion that could he draw, frta Mr. Banniatar.. t.at W 
that he tad dntarriewed F.rrie'a friends tad hia friend, tad apokta „u 
«f hta. Fro. all indications, h. itacrri^od only people .hoc. garri. 

had supplied. (T. 856-857) 
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Ba^w f, aflrt sbout „ perrt6l> ^ 

" ‘ ta ’' tera " S ' " 8 *'“ * ll “ - - - •— o*u*. * ma 

- h.~ apohon before that oration ^ M M ^ 

L~ * *• “• *— ■— - . JZ 

■ if - si - *• »—■• *. »«**«*** Maeohoi , ep _ 

fiSSCgSSK^ 

sssea obvious that the evidence introduced on behalf of the 

astabZsh. *!! ‘'* iai ° S ^ r0d “" aa °" b,l, * lf of »• ertewnt, aith.r or both, 
MUtm *„* „ y that th. c^.. 0i.cb.r5. of Pbrrie «. 

j-Ufioa. »» only r^ d.fena. ... forth an behalf of th. gri^t va, 

TL *™ U c^irf, ^ ^ 

M ZtoUm cpuin. Ibulf, thi. 1. an amting defense. <ks night 

“ Pe0 ‘ 10 “ ° ffmd ta hat It grates on th. 

•eneJMliti.. to hrar it offarad on h.hrtf of „ Erafm cpuia 

* Ea “* ra 5*5? to “- • highly-respected, h W 

ro.pon.ihla petition. H. 1 . ra^i*. for ^ ^ ^ 

^ - UM - * -“** « hollar, of o^t doriog th. 

oours. of 0 poor. If Bottom 1. to .oouro passenger rev.™ rt th rtioh 

-o pay its thousands of employe©* its rH w 

Pioyees, its pilot group must retain the respect 

««d trust of the traveling public. 

a. g^eral pohUo 1, in „o poaltion to Jndg. th. OyU, s ^ mty of 
« Pilot, it aek.s ita judgment. on the appearance and general reputation 
of an airline., piiot p.r TC an,i. «* do., not Ughtly p„t «... Uf. in 
ho hands 0, another, «d certain not in th. hand, of a .an iih, rerple . 


